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Sir: 



This Reply Brief is being submitted pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 41.41. As July 16, 2006, 
falls on a Sunday and this Reply Brief is being submitted by Monday, July 17, 2006, it should be 
deemed to have been submitted within two months of the mailing date of the Examiner's Answer 
in the above-referenced appeal. 37C.F.R. § 1.7. 
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VII. ARGUMENT ' 

It is apparent from the comments that have been provided in the Examiner's Answer that 
the Examiner does not appreciate that there are logical boundaries on his obligation to read the 
claims as broadly as possible. Rather, as will be apparent from the ensuing remarks, various 
terms that appear in the claims have been given unreasonably broad interpretations. When the 
terms that are at issue in the above-referenced appeal are considered on the basis of their scopes 
and meanings as understood by one of ordinary skill in the art, it is apparent that the Examiner 
has not relied upon art that supports a prima facie case of anticipation or obviousness against any 
of the claims of the 4 986 Application. 

A. REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

3. ANALYSIS 
"Contact" is the term at issue in these rejections. 

It is acknowledged that Matsuki describes an assembly that includes a semiconductor 
device and a film substrate. See, e.g., FIG. 2. The semiconductor device and film carrier of the 
assembly shown in FIG. 2 of Matsuki are electrically connected to one another by way of 
bumps 10. More specifically, bumps 10 are interposed lead wires 1 1 of the film carrier and 
separate lead wires 7 of the semiconductor device. FIG. 2; col. 7, lines 15-34. The lead wires 7, 
in turn, contact and are electrically connected to primary pads 4 of the semiconductor device. 
FIG. 2; col. 7, lines 4-14. 

While the lead wires 7, which include a plurality of layers, contact the primary pads 4 of 

the semiconductor device, they do not contact the lead wires 1 1 of the film carrier. Thus, the 
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lead wires 7 of the assembly described in Matsuki do not "extend[] between and contact[] 
contacts of the carrier and corresponding bond pads" of a semiconductor device, as would be 
required for a lead wire 7 of Matsuki to be considered analogous to a conductive element of 
independent claim 64. Moreover, as no lead wire 7 of Matsuki is in contact with both the contact 
pad of a first component and the contact pad of a second component, Matsuki does not anticipate 
the conductive element recited in independent claim 75. 

Instead, it is the bumps 10 that contact the lead wires 1 1 of the film carrier. Matsuki does 
not expressly or inherently describe that the bumps 10 include a plurality of layers, however, or 
that the bumps 10 contact more than one pad, as are required by both independent claim 64 and 
independent claim 75. 

As Matsuki does not anticipate each and every element of independent claim 64 or 
independent claim 75 in the detail set forth in these claims, the 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejections of 
independent claims 64 and 75 should be reversed, and both of these claims should be allowed. 

B. REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. $ 103fa) 

3. ANALYSIS 

(a)/(b) Sullivan in View of Fudim 

The term "layers" is at issue in the claim rejections that are based on teachings from 

Sullivan and Fudim. Specifically, it has been asserted that layers that are formed from the same 

material would be indistinguishable from each other and, thus, that the term "layer" could be 

arbitrarily assigned to structures with indistinguishable layers. Examiner's Answer, page 14. 

Taking this assertion as step further, it has been argued that the process of forming a structure 
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with indistinguishable layers could be conducted in a repeated, multi-layered fashion, and that 
the recitation of a "plurality of . . . layers" is, therefore, a process limitation. Id 

The claims at issue simply recite a structure that includes a plurality of layers. Unlike the 
Examiner's construction of the phrase a "plurality of . . . layers," the scope and meaning of this 
limitation are plain to those of ordinary skill in the art - a structure must include a plurality of 
layers to fall within the scope of one of the rejected claims. Any other interpretation would 
constitute over-analysis of what is meant by a "plurality of. . . layers." 

Matsuki, at col. 8, lines 1-4, provides an example of the understood scope and meaning of 
a "plurality of . . . layers" to one of ordinary skill in the art. In this regard, Matsuki recognizes 
that a "layer" of conductive material may "be either a mono-layer or multi-layered." As these 
options are presented in the alternative to one another, it is clear that Matsuki is not arbitrarily 
designating some layers as "mono-layer" and others as "multi-layered," as the Examiner's 
over-analysis would allow. Rather, Matsuki simply recognizes that there are structural 
differences between a structure that includes a single layer and a structure that includes more than 
one layer. 

As neither Sullivan nor Fudim teaches or suggests a conductive trace that includes a 
plurality of superimposed, contiguous, mutually adhered layers, neither Sullivan nor Fudim, 
taken separately or together, teaches or suggests each and every element of any of independent 
claims 47, 52, 110, and 114. 

For these reasons, the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness 

against independent claim 47, independent claim 52, independent claim 1 10, or independent 

claim 1 14, as would be required to maintain the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejections of these claims. 

-4- 



Serial No. 09/511,986 



(c) Matsuki in View of Lee 

It is apparent from the assertions that accompany his rejections of dependent claims 67 
and 76 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) that the Examiner does not fully appreciate the limitations of the 
z-axis elastomer of Lee. Specifically, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner does not 
understand that the conductive elements of the z-axis elastomer of Lee extend through the 
smallest dimension, or the thickness, of such a structure, not through the length of the structure. 
Nor does Lee provide any teaching or suggestion that would provide one of ordinary skill in the 
art that the conductive elements of such a z-axis elastomer could extend laterally (along the 
x-axis or y-axis of such a structure). 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has not established a prima facie 
case that it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to use the z-axis 
conductive elastomer of Lee to form the lead wires 7 of the semiconductor device disclosed in 
Matsuki. As such, the subject matter recited in claims 67 and 76 is, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 
allowable over teachings from Matsuki and Lee. 

(d) Congleton in View of Matsuki 

The teachings of Congleton relate to semiconductor device assemblies in which 

preformed wires 42 are laterally extended between and bonded to contacts 10a of a 

semiconductor device 10 and corresponding contacts 1 2d of a carrier substrate 12. Col. 5, 

lines 55-61 . It is respectfully submitted that there would be no motivation for one of ordinary 

skill in the art to use the deposition and patterning processes taught in Matsuki in place of the 
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wire 42 placement and bonding techniques of Congelton, as such processes would result in 
wastage of material, require multiple processes (i.e., deposition, masking, etching, etc.) and 
subprocesses, and otherwise unnecessarily complicate the assembly process taught in Congelton. 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has not set forth a prima facie 
case of obviousness against independent claim 75. 

It is respectfully submitted that each of the other issues on appeal in the above-referenced 
application has been more than adequately addressed in the Appeal Brief and Supplemental 
Appeal Brief that were filed in the 6 986 Application. It is further submitted that each dependent 
claim that remains pending in the '986 Application is allowable, among other reasons, for 
depending from an allowable independent claim. 
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In conclusion, it is respectfully requested that the rejections of claims 47, 48, 50-56, 
58-68, 75-79, 81-85, and 1 10-124 be reversed, and that each of these claims, as well as claims 80 
and 86-90 be allowed. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Craig Buschmann 
Registration No. 57,829 
Attorney for Applicant 

TraskBritt 

P.O. Box 2550 

Salt Lake City, Utah 841 10-2550 
Telephone: 801-532-1922 



Date: July 17,2006 
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